statement presentéd to the
SZiiate Watergate committee
byk Gordon Strachan, a former
toD. aide to preszdentwl as-
sistant H. R. Haldeman.

Mr. Chairman and mem-
bars of the committee, I am
h¢re-at the request of the
Committee and prepared to
dfiswer fully and truthfully
-questions related to the
matters specified in Senate
Resolutlon 60, establishing
{115 Committee’s jurisdic-
tion. As you know, I met
three times in executwe ses-
siori.with the Committee to
pre pare for today’s question-
mg In addition, on four
0r occasions my attorney
et with Committee attor-
1e¥s'to explain the subjects
om-which I could testify,
=The Committee voted
unanimously to grant immu-
nity with respect to this tes-
timony and my counsel has
advised me that testimony
under such a grant is a le-
gally proper procedure in-
tended to permit a full, can-
did disclosure of the truth
- about the Watergate matter.
~I should also add that be-

fore my discussion with this

committee, I had already
met——voluntanl,’y—-wnh the
Watergate prosecutors on
_ three occasions and my at-
torney met with them and
their successors on four
more occasions.

In short, even prior to tes-
tlfymg here today, I mad a
complete and honest disclo-
siire to the original prosecu-
tors,to their successors and
to this committee.

*Much of the information I
will disclose is politically
embarrassing to me and the
administration. Some of it
Shows that I closely associ-

- ated during my employment

- at.the Whlte House with in-
dividuals who have con-

essed to criminal- wrongdo-
ing.

~Where other witnesses
have made <charges, if I
know their statements are

- true, I am here to confirm
_the truth -of such charges,
even to the extent it might
reflect adversely on me. You
will find that I will readily
admit today many things

. that anyone who is trying to
cover—up would quickly
deny.

- But where I know that the
‘Statements -of a witness are
false, I will deny them, not
olit of a motive to protect
anyone-—certainly not out of
a motive to protect myself—
for I am eonfident that the
immunity I have been

. granted is genuine.
~rIn other words, my inten-
tion to corroborate specific
Triatters and to refute others
does not stem from a desire
to testify for or against any-
ohe—nor from a desire to
fe1gn excessive remorse—
Blit solely because I am here
to tell the truth.

Press reports predicting
‘my testimony here have
‘been nothing short of in-

credible. My testlmony be- -
“'foY¥e the grand j jury on April

11, 1973, appeared in the na-
tion’s newspapers within a
week, although grand jury

testlmony is required by law.

to be kept secret. Next, se-
“veral grossly inaccurate and
contradictory versions of my
expected testimony before
this Committee were re-
ported—although the Com-
‘mittee’s staff confirmed that
the newspaper headlines
were a serious distortion of
‘thé information my attor-
ney, Mr. (John) Bray, gave
the Commifttee. Then on the
4th of July, television, radio
and newspapers recported
eoast-to-coast that I had
Hereed to plead guilty. Only
a few correspondents even
“Bothered to ask my attorney
whether that was true. De-
spite Mr. Bray's denials, the
story was run anyw ay. And
.finally, the day after my tes-
tlmony before this Commit-
.tee in executive session, se-
‘véral  inaccurate stories
about my testimony ap-
Peared.

~-Today, my testimony will,

~to the displeasure I suspect

of many interested onlook-
ers, conflict with these mis-
taken press reports.

In the two and one-half

-months I have been unem-

~ployed, I have tried to re-
.yiew the information I have

that can aid this Committee
Jdn bringing out the full
story about the Watergate
matter. I believe it would be
Jhelpful if I take a moment
now to supply some missing
links in the testimony of

“other witnesses and hope-
fully clear up some of the

confusion and contradic-
tions—at least to the extent
of my own knowledge.

I was a staff assistant to
Mr. Haldeman. My office
was located in the basement
of the White House. One of
my -responsibilities during
the - President’s re-election
campaign was to serve as li-
aison with the Committee to
Re-Elect the President. It
was my job to accumulate
all the information I could
obtain from members of the
White House staff; person-
nel at 1701, the .Republican
National Committee - and
from the campaign person-
nel in key states and cities.

" Periodically,. I was to .re-
port important political mat-
ters to. Mr. Haldéman. I
wrote him many long re-
ports; entitled political mat-
ters memos, describing the
current status of pending
political matters. He relied
on me as the member of his
personal staff who would ob-
tain information on cam-
paign matters. Either I
would have the answer, or I
would get it.

nt “'Eﬁ

As to the subject of politi-
cal intelligence gathering,
however, John. Dean was
designated as the White
House contact for the Com-
mittee to Re-Elect the Presi-
dent. I have advised the
Committee where the docu-
mentary proof on this point
is located. As a result, my
inquiries about political in-
telligence were slight. Mr.
Haldeman seldom had me
attend meetings on the sub-
ject. He rarely asked me a

question about the subject
and so I seldom reported

Nor did Mr. Dean report
to me about all his act1v1t1es
about it to him.
in the area of political intel-
ligence.

When the subject of politi-
cal . intelligence was men-
tioned at a meeting I at-
tended, or when I knew the
subject was on the agenda
of a meeting I was not in-
vited to attend. I would, as
the staff assistant, follow up
with the principals and re-
mind them about the sub-
jects discussed. On those oe-
casions when I made such
follow-up inquiries with My,

Haldeman about political in- -

telligence operations, he re-
sponded that I should let
Dean handle it. When I fol-
lowed up with Mr. Dean, he
rarely advised mé:in any ‘de-
tail about the status of intel-
ligence matters. Instead, he
dealt directly with Mz,
Haldeman.

For example, neither Mr.
Haldeman nor Mr. Dean ad-
vised me of the series of
meetings with Mr. Mitchell,
Dean. (G. Gordon). Liddy
and (Jeb Stuart) Magruder.
Nor was I invited to or in-
formed about Mr. Dean’s
February meeting with Mr.
Haldeman at which Mr,
Dean says he told Mr.
Haldeman that the Liddy

plan was outlandish and
that the White House should
have no further involve-
ment. Neither Mr. Halde-
man, Mr. Dean, nor for that
matter, Mr. Magruder, ever
told me of ‘any of those

meetings. And I cerltainly
did not attend any of them.
Turning to my duties and

reporting activities with the
Committee to Re-Elect the
President, I found myself in
an unusual and not entirely

_ comfortable situation. I was
" the White House conduit for

reporting the activities of
1701, inciuding the activities
of Mr. Magruder—the man
who shortly before had been
my boss at the White House.

Mr. Magruder’s reporting
practices were marked by
two features. First, he con-
sidered it a burden to repert
through me. My role—as Mr.

‘Haldeman intended it—was
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somewhat of a  constraint
upon Mr. Magruder’s ability
to have free reign at the
committee, independent of
the scrutiny of the White
House. As a result, Mr. Ma-

gruder frequently tiied to
avoid the reporting svstem.
When Mr. Magruder did re
port, he reported as much as
possible on successful devel-
opments that reflected fa-
vorably on his campaign
leadership and as little as
possible on projects that
were not going well. On pro-
jects that went smoothly or
portrayed him in a good
light, Mr. Magruder would
often give a full report di-
rectly to Mr. (Lawrence)
Higby or Mr. Haldeman; on
ineffective or failing pro-
jects he would seldom do
more than make brief men-
tion to me on the general
subject matter—just enough
to protect himself from later
criteism that he had w1th-

held information from the
White House in case the
project went totally sour.
Second, he considered it a
serious impairment of' his
status to report to me rather
than to someone more Sen-
ior, especially since he had
prev1ously been my boss at
the White House. He asked
that I deal with Mr. (Robe_rt)
Reisner, his administrative
assistant, whose position on
Mr. Magruder’s staff corre.
sponded more to my posi-
tion on Mr. - Haldeman’s
staff. I did increase my con-
tacts with Mr. Reisner and
other .campaign: aides, hut
continued to insist on deal-
ing - directly  with .Mr.
Magruder on many prOJec'ts.
With respect to the partic-
ular subject of political in-
telligence, Mr. Magruder
has testified in very general,
carefully hedged and char-
acteristically vague terms
that he assumes he either
automatically sent me mate-
rials abeut, or called me and
gave me a general descrip-
tion of, intelligence plans.
Had anyone ever heard the
details of prostitution, goon
squads, kidnaping ‘and wire-
taps, he would be unlikely
to forget it. I certainly

taps, he would be unlikely
to forget it. I certainly
would not forget'it. Mr. Ma-
gruder never -gave me that
information and certainly
not those details, because if
he had, I would immediately
have passed it on to Mr.
Haldeman, I would remem-
ber it and I would be here
today testifying about it.

By any standard, the
meetings at which the Liddy

plans were presented were
classic examples of poor

- staff work by the committee

and a waste of time. The tes-
timony has been virtually
unanimous that Mr. Mitchell
and Mr. Dean were shocked
by Liddy’s plan; Mr. Magru-
der’s staff man, Gordon
Liddy, was apparently quite
humiliated; and nothing was
approved. In other words, if
those meetings were rou-
tinely reported to Mr.
Haldeman, as evidence of
Mr. Magruder’s administra-
tive ability and judgment,

~ the January and February

meetings would not very
likely inspire the confidence
of Mr. Haldeman or the
President.

Yet Mr. Magruder testi-
fied that “as he recalled” he

.returned to his office after

both- these embarrassing
meetings and  routinely

“called Mr. Haldeman’s staff

assistant, me, and told me
about his blunder présuma-
bly so that I could inform
Mr.” Haldeman. That testi-
mony is difficult to recon-
cile with good sense. Pre-
sumably, Mr. Magruder
knew that Mr. Dean would
report on the meetings to
Mr. Haldeman—as Mr., Dean
has festified he did—why
would Mr. Magruder want
two people reporting the
same disaster to Mr.
Haldeman? !
It is true, however, that
Mr. Magruder called me af-
ter he returned from the
March 30, 1972, meeting at
Key Biscayne with Mr.
Mitchell and Mr. LaRue and
reported on about 30 major
campaign decisions. Each of

these decisions was briefly
described in that vrather
short phone conversation.
During this call, he told me,
and I am repeating his
words rather precisely: “A
sophisticated political intel-
ligence gathering system
has been approved with a
budget of 300.” Unfortu-
nately, he neither gave me,
nor did I ask for any further
details about the subject.

Soon, thereafter, I wrote
one of my regular “political
matters” memos for Mr.
Haldeman. This particular
memo for early April was ‘8-
to 10-pages long with more
than a dozen tabs or attach-
ments, but it contained only
one three-line paragraph on
political intelligence. That
paragraph read almost ver-
batim as Mr. Magruder had
indicated to me over the
phone. I wrote in the memo
to Mr. Haldeman (again this -
is almost a quote):
“Magruder reports that 1701
now has a sophisticated po-
litical intelligence gathering
system with a budget of 300.
A sample of the type of in-
formation they are develop-
ing-is attached at Tab “H”.”

At Tab “H", I enclosed a
political intelligence report
which had been sent to me
from the Committee. It was
entitled Sedan Chair II
This report and two others
somewhat like it that I had
received began with a state-
ment such as, “A confiden-
tial source reveals” or “a re-
liable source confidentially
reports.” This was followed
by a summary of some polit-
ical information.

In  April, 1972, I was
mamly interested in report-
ing to Mr. Haldeman on
those 30 campaign decisions
and other relevant political
items. I did not give much
thought to what Mr. Magru-
der meaut by “sophisticated
political intelligence gather-
ing system.” Nor did I give
much thought to the real
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identity of Sedan Chair 11,
but I remember that the in-
formation dealt with Sena-
tor (Hubert) Humphrey’s
Pennsylvania organization.
However, on June 17, 1972,
and afterward, as the news
began unfolding about the
brea}g-in at the Democratic
National Committee, I cer-
tainly began to wonder who
else but people from 1701
could have been involved. 1
suspected that maybe the
- Watergate break-in was part
of the “sophisticated polit-
ical intelligence operation”
Mr.. Magruder had men-
tioned to me on the phone

in early April. And worse, I .

feared that Sedan Chair II’s
so-called confidential source
might really have been a
wiretap, or might in some
way have been connected
with the Watergate hreak-in.
I immediately tried to call
Mr. Magruder so I could
have a report for Mr. Halde-
man. Mr. Magruder did not

return my calls on Saturday-

and I was not able to reach
him until around noon on
Sunday, when I again called
him in California.

When I finally reached
him and began to ask him
what he knew about the
Watergate break-in, he cut
me off and said that he had
been on the phone with Mr.

I_Ialdeman that morning and .

the matler was being taken
care of,

I doubted that Mr. Magru-
der -had actually spoken
with Mr. Haldeman so ‘I
called Mr. Higby who clears
most calls to Mr. Haldeman.
Mr. Higby told me that Mr.
Magruder had talked to Mr.
Haldeman and that Mr.
Ehrlichman was handling
the entire matter.

I met with Mr. Haldeman
on June 19 or 20 and showed
him the April political mat-
ters memo that mentioned
the intelligence gathering
System. After speaking to
him, I destroyed that memo
and Sedan Chair II, as well
as several other documents
I have told this committee
and the prosecutors about. I
also told Mr. Dean that I
had destroyed a political
matters memo to Mr. Halde-
man showing a $300,000 in-
telligence budget at the
committee and three confi-
dential source memos which
I said could possibly have
been wiretap reports with
the sources carefully camou-
flaged. I did not tell Mr.
Dean that I had, in fact, de-
stroyed wiretap ' logs, be-
cause I was not then sure

what they were, I only had
suspicions.

I also told the prosecutors
in April of this year what
specific items I destroyed,
and I told them I still sus-
pected Sedan Chair II might
have been a wiretap: sum-
mary. It was not until Mr,
Reisner and Mr. (Herbert
L.) Porter testified before
this committee in June that
I learned Sedan Chair II
was not an illegal wiretap,
but was instead an informer
planted in the Humphrey
camp. In fact, you will recall
that Mr. Magruder’s testi-
mony has established that I

Sen. Howard Baker g
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never received his wiretap
data. Nor could I have
passed it on to others or
shredded a wiretap tran-
script. He says he made only
one copy of the Watergate
wiretap log, code-named
Gemstone. He testified that
it was so sensitive that he
would not let it out of his
office. :
Turning to matters after
the election, I have told the
committee that I returned
approximately $350,000 in
cash to Fred LaRue. I was
not told by anyone, nor did
I know what use was being
made of this money. I had
received the money from
the campaign committee on
Mr. Haldeman’s instructions
and, at that time, returning
it to Mr. LaRue seemed ap-
propriate since he was the
top official left at the com-
mittee. I took it to him in
December, 1972, or January,
1973, after I had left the
White House staff. This
money ‘was the fund I had
picked up in April, 1972, for
the purpose of conducting
White House polling. It had
not been used to pay polling
éxpenses as originally plan-
ned and after the election I
had been asking Mr. Halde-
man, Mr. Dean and Mr,
Higby what to do with the

-money.-

The delivery to Mr. La-
Rue was niade in two parts,
on two occasions,. In Decem.-
ber or January, after talking

to Mr. Dean, I took approxi- .
jmately $40,000 dollars in two
‘envelopes to Mr. LaRue .at

his apartment at the Water.
gate. I lived two blocks
away and the delivery was
made on my way home,
from work.

Later, I was asked to re-
turn the remainder. of- the
money. I again called Mr.
LaRue, who again asked if T

ets a candid shot of the hearings.

could deliver it to hig apart-
ment. On this occasion . he-
fore pieking up the money,
Mr. LaRue donned a pair of
gloves and then said, “I
NEver saw you.” I had been
instructed by Mr. Dean to
ask for a receipt, so I did,
But Mr. LaRue refused, say-

“ing you will have to talk to

John Dean about it.

At that point 1 became
more than a little suspi-
cious. Frankly, after Mr. La-
Rue put on the gloves, I did
not know what to say—so I
said nothing. Nor did 1 know
what to do—so I left. The
next day I told Mr. Dean
tI?at Mr. LaRue would not .
glve me a receipt for the
money. Mr. Dean said he
would speak to Mr. LaRue
about it. I don’t know if he

ever got the receipt, but I
imagine he tried to follow
up on it because I have
Since learned from -Mr,
Dean’s testimony that it was
Mr. Haldeman who asked
that a receipt be given.,

At no ‘time did Mr. Dean
or Mr. LaRue advise me
what was being done with
the money or that payments
were Deing made to the de-
fendants. Neither of them
ever asked me to do or say
anything that I can inter-
pret as being part of a
cover-up.

In fact, there was only
one occasion when I was ex-
pressly asked to do some-
thing that I knew was im-
proper and which I could
see was aimed at a cover-up.
That related to my upcom-
ing grand jury testimony of
April 11, 1973, and I refused
to do it. 2%

I have not attempted in
my statement to describe in
detail all .of the subjects
that I have mentioned. I
have provided the commit-
tee in executive session:with
a good deal more of the de-
tails surrounding these' sub-
jects and I am ready to be-
gin the questioning of these
matters.



